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Jonathan Hoover %‘l
813 Woodworth Rd., Jackson, MI 490202-4920

L MAILROCT
November 1, 2005-1E15AM

Senator Debbie Stabenow
US.Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

-+ Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Lear denator Stabenow:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Commmunications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USP) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amonnt into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Counstituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A {lat fee tax conld cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low~-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental etfect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
todate information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not reqguire
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[-wil) continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Hoover

ce: . . ‘
The Federal Co:qm_u;_:igdﬁqps pommigsion




S R
N [

Siarcui e

!

Marc Reinholz ' ”EC & 0 2[]05
1503 Hancock Drive #1, Normalmarc, IL 61761
e MAILROCH”
November 3&;‘21151{\;‘4.-%

Senator Barack Obama

U.S. Senate

713 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

P~ar Sepator Obama:

1 have seripus concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residentiat and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Marc Reinholz

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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Judy Nevins G - MAILROQ!
855 Arciero Drive , Whittier, CA 90601-1110

November 1, 2005 11:37 AM

Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feinstein:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In additior,, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Judy Nevins

CC: v ‘ . R
The Federal Communications Cominission T e
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Debbie Rhodes O
PO Box 2 , Hazel, KY 42049 T—T

November 1, 2005 11:10 AM

Senator Jim Bunning

U.S. Senate

316 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bunning:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do.  As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward 1o hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Debbi_e Rhodes

CCl
The Federal Communications Commission
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William Bethard QEC 3 0 2005

1117 Gracelane Dr , Desoto, TX 75115-3303 ;

November 30:2%@5”1’%‘%90‘ j

Senator Kay Hutchison

U.S. Senate

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Hutchison:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wircless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

William Bethard

ce:
FCC General Email Bex
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James Cline - I I
777Hurley Road , Wilmington, OH‘45’I’f7 N
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Representative Michael Turner
U.S. House of Representatives
1740 Longworth House Office Building
Washmgton DC 20515 0001 R

A

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univetsal Setvice CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Turner:

[ have seticus concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know; USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing 0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bilts. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

James Cline

ce
The Federal Communications Commission



Lisa Kukowski
24 30th Street SW , Minot, ND 58701

November 1, 2005 11:29 AM

Senator Kent Conrad

U.S. Senate

530 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Conrad:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of fong distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fec system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behatf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, |

Lisa Kuko.wski.,-' Qe

cc: I; Lo

The Federal Communications Commission -
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Ronald Brissette Q ;Z l ” ‘5
13913 170th Ave, Leroy, M1 40655

Novenbort 90 SLBOC"

Senator Debbie Stabenow
US.Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Builclina
Washingion, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Sepator Stabenow:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to & monthly flat fee. Many of your constitnents, incloding me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As gou know, USF is currently collected on & revenue basis, Peoplewho use more pay more into the system. I the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who nses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keey USE Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date irformation on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not reguire
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [request you pass

along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continned work and I lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sinceraly,
Ronald Brissette

The Federal Communic_atious Commission



